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*
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Before:  GOODWIN, W. FLETCHER, and FISHER, Circuit Judges.  

J. Guadalupe Escobar-Lopez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se

for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) summary affirmance of

an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) order denying his application for cancellation of
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removal.  To the extent that we have jurisdiction, it is conferred by 8 U.S.C. §

1252.  We review de novo due process challenges, Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales,

424 F.3d 926, 930 (9th Cir. 2005), and we dismiss in part and deny in part the

petition for review.  

We lack jurisdiction to review the IJ’s discretionary determination that

Escobar failed to establish exceptional and extremely unusual hardship.  See 8

U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B); Martinez-Rosas, 424 F.3d at 930.  

Escobar’s due process claim fails because the IJ properly considered the

hardship evidence presented.  See Larita-Martinez v. INS, 220 F.3d 1092, 1095-96

(9th Cir. 2000) (petitioner must show error to prevail on due process claim).  

To the extent Escobar contends the IJ made an adverse credibility finding

that was unsupported by substantial evidence, we lack jurisdiction over this

contention because Escobar did not raise this claim to the BIA, and thereby failed

to exhaust his administrative remedies.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677

(9th Cir. 2004) (explaining that exhaustion is jurisdictional).  

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.  


